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BACKGROUND

• Physicians are required by law (Tarasov v.
1
California ) to warn an identifiable victim of a
patient's serious threat of harm. These notifications are
referred to as duty to warn notifications, or Tarasov
notifications.
• Residents do not have extensive training in the
requirements for duty to warn laws and therefore feel
uncertain when to enact this policy and what
information they are legally allowed to share with law
enforcement.
• Providers can face litigation not only if they do not
appropriately warn potential victims of their risk, but
also if they fail to provide the appropriate information or
disclose too much private health information.
• An informal poll of residents from the Psychiatry
Residency of Spokane (PRS), Spokane Family
Medicine Residency (SFMR) and the Internal Medicine
Residency of Spokane (IMRS) indicated that
residents feel uncomfortable with how to proceed when
their patients make serious threats of harm against
others.
AIMS STATEMENT

After viewing newly developed training materials, 80% of
polled residents will answer yes to the following questions:
“do you know where to find the information required to
successfully complete a duty to warn notification”.

METRICS

A survey was provided to residents that asked the following
questions:
Question 1: Do you know the rules/regulations as they
pertain to duty to warn (or Tarasov) notifications?
Question 2: Do you know where to find the
information required to successfully complete a duty to
warn notification?
Question 3: Do you feel confident in your ability to
successfully disclose the information needed, while
protecting yourself from potential litigation?
Question 4: Do you know what phone number to call?
This survey was given prior to (pre-test, n=30) and
following (post-test n=13) the interventions. All questions
were answered with either yes or no.
INTERVENTIONS

• Designed a flowsheet for how to complete a duty to warn
notification (see below)
• Presented salient points about this flow sheet at resident
didactics
• Flow sheet made available via programs wide email as
well as on document sharing sites used by the PRS,
IMRS and SFMR.

Ultimately the goal of this project is to improve resident
comfort level in duty to warn notifications with the
expectation that if residents feel comfortable and confident
in the process that they will be able to complete
notifications in a timely and legally sound way. These
notifications can prevent harm to members of the
community, and can protect patients from harm to
themselves, others and legal recourse.

OUTCOMES

Pre-test indicates that 23% of polled
residents answered "yes" to Question 1, no
residents answered yes to Question 2, and
3% answered yes to Questions 3 and 4.
Post-test indicates that 93% of residents polled
answered yes to all 4 questions.
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Figure 2: Results depicted as percent of residents polled that
indicated "yes" to the questions outlined in metrics description, prior
to (Pre-test) and following (post-test) the educational intervention.

DISCUSSION

The data indicate that the educational materials had
a positive effect on resident comfort and confidence
in duty to warn notifications. Future directions: an
additional cycle of investigation into if the
educational information has been utilized would
indicate if the project has had an effect on clinical
practice. With the expectation of future iterations
this investigator also polled residents about if they
have completed a notification, and polling again to
track for new notifications since last polling would
indicate if residents have had an opportunity to
utilize this information. Further investigation into the
opportunity cost of training all residents on this
material is warranted.
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Figure 1: flowsheet provided to residents for guidance while making
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